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INTRODUCTION

Sub-State regionalism is one of the most recent changes

in American federalism. The degree to which the various agencies

in the Nebraska 'State government have delegated authority to

the multi - jurisdictional regional organizations may be, marked

on a continum which extends from centralilation to decentralization.

Like the traditional view, the notion of decentralization today does

not mean the delegation of authority to subordinate organizational

units within the formal command structure of the state agency

but it involves community control and citizen participation.

Decentralization is conceived to be a means to improve theresponsiveness

and effectiveness of public services and to restore citizen support

and confidence in state government and itt programs.

The purpose of this study is to explore empirically the

patterns of authority delegation by State agencies to sub-state'

regional organizations and evaluate the effectiveness of these

patterns in realizing the goals of decentralization. The study

is organized into, three chapters. Chapter -I- discusses the

changing concepts of federalism and decentralization. It outlines

the basic lexicon uied in studying decentralization; its functions,

the variegated forms it may assume and the arguments for and against

it. Chapter II states the findings of the study in,specific terms,

i.e. the pattern of authority delegation to the regionsby the various

agencies of the state. Finally, Chapter III examines the findings,

evaluates each p44ttern of-decentralization', and contains some

suggestions for the organization of regional activities.

1
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A variety of methods were used to develop the concepts

presented in this study. First, information about the field

operations of the state agency and the perception of its role

was, gathered through a self-administered questionnaire

(Appendix A). Meetings and personal interviews were held

with the heads and top staff members of, the major state agencies.

The names of the agencies'so contacted are listed in Appendix B.

Available printed material including plans, budget and

statutes were reviewed and analyzed. Finally, frequent inforMal

lis6ussions with the personnel of the State Office .of Planning

and Programming helped clarify the various aspectS.of regionalism.

Special appreciation is due Mr. Joseph S.. Golden fcir his creative

suggestions and cooperation.

Because of the collaborative nature of the dssigliment,

and the generalized perspective required, its findings emphasize

principles, objectives, and techniques that are generally applicable

without reference to any specific government department or any

specific region. A -more indepth study of each of the state agency's

field operations with regard to the amount and degree of delegatiori

both administrative and political, could pihpoint the factors

leading to a particular patten of.decentralization in the regions.

The stafi.of the State Office of Planning and Programming

provided extensive assistance in the preparation of the report.

However, ultimate responsibility for the material rests with the

- consultant.-

r-J
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Chapter 'I

Federalism and Decentralization: ,The Changing C ncepts

The adoption of a federal form of government by \a particular

country is rarely a matter of random choice. Federations are

created from cornmunities,that have previously led .separate lives

and are inhabited by a' people with a sense of ideatiyl and a

feeling of community. These communities are the "group selves"

of which Carl J. Friedrich'speaks and their identity is preserved

3

to some- extent eventhough their, union adds to it a new sense of

common identity: Federalisill, therefore 'involves the decentralization

of governmental authority to territorially based echelonsof

government. Looked at from this vantage point, the relationship

between state and local governments in the United States is- also

federal. No doubt, local government is subordinate government

and unlike the states in a federation, has no atsured sphere

of autonomy that the constitution protects, but the long tradition

of self-government make them responsible to their electorate

and, generally Speaking, to no other political authority.

Professor -MacMahon
2 contends that, in the United States,

a great change in the nature of federalism is *faking -place now,

due particularly to swift and mounting accumulation of.adillinistrative

relations, both vertical and horizontal. Carl J. Friedrich3 has

1Friedrich Carl J., Man and His Government, New York: McGraw ,Hill, 1963.

.
2MacMahon, Arthur W. ,Administering Federalism in a Democracy,:'

' Oford, 1972.
.

3
Friedrich, Carl J., Trends in Federalisill in Theory and Practice

Praeger, 1968.
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pointed out four stages in the evolution of American federalism:

"dualism" or "state mercantilism", 1790-1860; centralizing

federalism, 1860 1 3; New Deal's "Cooperative-federalism7

and the "creative federalism" of the last few years. Currently

there is the "new federalism". Some scholars even think that

federalism is indeed dead. Reagan's4 answer to this position

is that approached as shared powiers and functions, rather than

as divided and separate powers and functions, American federalism

is very much alive. The "new federalism" is basically an

attempt to decentralize major- decision - making activities to the

level- of government olosett tothe people affectdd.

The traditional definition of decentralization'is that it

involves the division of an organization into autonomous decision

units where performance responsibilities and control are vested

in subordinate organizational units. Recently, however, the

concept has taken an added dimension with its meaning- extended,

to- include. community control- and citizen participation. This

linkage is.misleading because it is possible to decentralize

without providing for any, resident inpdt at the service area level.

A major reason for the confusion about decentralization is

that at least three disciplines converge upon it: public admininstration,

Witical science, and administrative theory. Although the

influence might be diminishing, public administration.is still

rooted in political, science and is the inheritor of the traditions

and asumptions of American feder'alism.5 'On the other hand,

4Reagani Michael D., The New Federalism; Oxford, 1972

5Waldo, Dwight (ed), Public Administration in a Time

of Turbulence, (Scranton; Pa: Chandler 1971
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publit administrators must practice their profession in the field,

often under difficult and unprecedented conditions, and those

traditional views have not been altogether helping in solving

their pragmatically proximate problems. With increasing demands,

for and legislation requiring decentralization, public administration

has turned to administraiivetheory, which has had Considerable

experience decen6alization. In administrative theory

decentralization hasrelatively clear meaning and rather specific

organization mplications.
6

In this study, the host organizations are the state agenties

in Nebraska and decentraIlzation -entails the delegation -of authority

to sub-state geographic regions _outtide-the formal Command

structure'of the state agency ratheer than the internal power

allocation within the bureaucracy. Administrative detentralization

is referred to as "deconcentration" within the bureaucracy

involving the delegation of authority to make adMinistrative

decisions on behalf of .the state administration to public

servants working in the field and responsible in varyifig.

degrees for government policy within.their territories.

Petentralization, here 'refers tqtranSfer of governmental -or

-political authority -'to officials who are responsible to a

sub-jurisdictional electorate or clientale.

.The literature supportihg decentralization is substantially

,f

normative and prescriptive in nature. The arguments supportive

of decentralization tend to fall into four broad categories:

6Golembiewski Robert T., Man, Management and Morality

(New York: McGraw Hill, 1965).
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administrative, psychological, sociological and political. The

.\
first regards the device as a means of improving the delivery of

services to relevant client publics. The imperative here comes

from dwindling public confidence in the ability of officials

and administrators to represerh adequately constituency interests

in obtaining desired system benefits.
7

Many believe that the

most effective way to protect and advance client interests

is to decentralize public organizations to allow for/more

equitable access for affected publics to policy making .processes

in other words, to lessen the power differential. It is assumed

that this will make public officials more responsive to the

citizens.8 Participation can take place through more effective

client interaction with the decisional centers within the

organization.

The psychological claims for decentralization stress the

psychic benefits which flow to the clients or consumers from

its use. They are based on the be -lief that the alienation and'

distance which people feel toward a remote government can bd

Overcome by'reducing the scale of the service delivery system_

Since, in the iddal,, the decentralized units would be smaller

and in closer geographic proximity with their cliep ele,.citizen

groups would be able to provide, direct input to 0/ollties

affecting theM.

7Kaufman, Herbert, "Administrative D centralization and
Political Power",,, Public, Administration ReAvidw, vol,_XXIX, (Jan/Feb, 1969),
pp. 3-14.

8White, Orion F. Jr., "The Dial ethical Organiiation: An Aetemetirc
to Bureaucracy, Public Administratio Review, Vol. XXIX, (Jan/Feb, 1969) pp.32-42.
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The sociological justification emphasizes the marked

differences among people both in physical and socio-economic

characteristics and the incidence and type of social problems

peculiar to them.'" ,
.

The final category of arguments, the political relates 6

the transfer of power :.o communities. -Under the centraliz d

arrangements, the loc7,1 pewle generally lack- access to and

means of intervening in the administrative Process. They"

consequently are to make effective demand on the service
, .

delivery and reward allocating structures. F r some who argbe

from a political perspective, improvement of service -= delivery

structure is seconna,v to the broader objective -of mobilizing

power. They look upon the decentraization-of decision=making,

as a mechanism or strategy for buildTng a viable-power base

capable of pressuring the larger society for major institutiopal

change.

The opposition to decentral-ization-is directed-almost

exclusively at the more extreme forms,of decentralization. To

the administrators, trying_ to establish uniform standards,

participation_resulling from decentralization can be an incredible

nuisance. However, mOst.Americans are ideologically-sympathetic to the

concept of decentralization.

9Reiss, Albert J.., "Services and Served in Service" in John

P. Crecine (ed)- Financing the Metropolis, (Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications, 1970) pp. 561-576.

40)

.



b

N. Chapter II

Regional Decentralization in Nebraska: An Empirical Typdlogy

Decentralization of authority, responsibility, and

resources to achieve greater social justice and domestic peace:

is part and parcel of thesAmerican political tradition. Perhaps

the salient theme running throUgh American political history

is a recurring tension between centralizing and decentralizing

ideas and, movements. According to some. writers, Aecentrafizatton:

today is not only steadily spreading as a mood, decentralization

proposals are not only in the air,- decentralization is not only

inevitable, decentralization is happening now.1 Even a-- leading

'opponentof decentralization concedes that we all are decentralists

now.2 There has been a.marked reaction against the New DeaPs

centralizing legacy. It is widely believed that the desired

and desirable changes can, only occur through a downward re-
,

distribution of power-and sources and the downward- extension

of 'governmental structures. Only in this.way will insecurities

and'ibsuffitiehie5 be alleviated, Simultaneously humanizing

public organization. Decentralization is hardly a panacea

for all'or even moSt ills, but its-proponents claim that it

1

/
Kaufman', Herbert, "Administrative Decentralization and-

Pol- itical Power," op. cit. -p. 8. SchMandt, Henry J., "Decentralization:

A structural imperative," mimeographed; Washington, b. C.,

Center for Governmental Studies, (1970) p. 24.

2Kristol, Irving, "Decentralization for ;What ? ", The Public

Interest, (Spring,.1968), p. 19.

8
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constitutes a feasible, relevant and soundly conceived response

for the marked amelioration of some major problems.

Theoretical Perspectives

Decentralization in the modern context represents the

convergence of two major strands in American political theory

and practice. The first, the historical emphasis on self-

government has long proyided normative and political justification

for the grass roots or local autonomy doctrine. The second,

the concept of region, as a basic unit for planning, .administration,

and service delivery, is of recent origin, but it has contributed

importantly to the theoretical base of community participation at

the sub-state level. The modern means of transport and communication

have overcome the physical jimitatiOns of time and distance. The

differences in the conditiohs of life of'people in a state have

become regional rather than local. Each local government working

within the sphere assigned to it takes action that has repercupions

in the sphere of others. The limitation on the county and city

boundaries-powers and finances inhibit their ability and capacity

to adopt an areawide approach to multi-jurisdictional problems. The

result has been the emergence of regions as sub -state geographic

units for multi-jurisdictional planning, administration, coordination

_and service delivery purposes.

Regionalism

In recent years, there has been an accelerating pace of

institutional change at the multi-county level.3 All three

AR,

3Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental ReTations,

'Regional Decision-Making: New Strategies forSub-State

Districts, Washington, D. (Oct, 1973), Vol. I,- pp. 319.

4 '1
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levels of government 7 Federal, state, and local have resppnded

to the increasing demand of a re6ionl approach,.by establiishing
0

organizations and procedures deSine0 to-bring an area-wide,'

focus to ceetaimprobTems At the.local level, an 8,-ea-w4le
e

.

approach to Problemsliavl g multi-jurisdictional-imp

necessitates the re-arranqing`of local government system. Broadly
. 4 I

speaking, there_areAnai,nly two approaches.4 The first is

the consolidation, or-one layer apprbach invorving the-teriltorial

realignment of political authority-. It has the advantage) of

simpll city and at least in theory has the. greatest posibility

of economy and efficiency, but it suffers from the handicap

of being extremely difficult to implement 'from a political

standpoint. Unlike a unitary political system which can

abolish-local 'governments at will, the Nebraska Sttutes5

requiring voter approval for merger and annexation, tenet() work

in favor of a federal culturJ of keeping local governmental.'
/

structures rather than replacirt6 them.

jThe two'layer approach involves a reallocation offunctions

in +le or in part from one layer of government to another.

'4Advisory Commission on intergovernmental Relations, Regional

Government: Promise and Performance, Washington, D. C.

04ay, 1973), Vol. II, pp. 2.

5Reissue Revised Statutes of Nebraska, 1943, Chapter 16, Article 1.

6Elazar, Daniel J., American Federalism, (New'Yeirk, 1966),;pp. 86-96.

or

4
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In this type of arrangement, an area-wide govprnment is

strengthened while all or most existing local governments. are

ret .Encouraged and inspi7ed by the Interlocal Cooperation

Act7 of T963, the local governments in Nebraska have formed

councils of governments (COGS to plan anddeveldp*areawi.de

approaches to problems confronting them. A council of governments

is not a new level of government, rather it isa voluntary

association of existing units. The advantage of a council of

goVernments approach to'regional planning and development is

twC-fold: First, it provides a means bf coordinating, on

a,regional thsis, plans that are made by indiVidual communities,

and the spending-,of Federal and state funds that.ara'channeled

into the community- Second:, the greater involvement of elected
.4

officials assures that the wishes of individual communities

within the region are respected. At the same time,,a workable

compromise is effected between local autonomy and Federal/State
A D'

control.

The Federal- government has prompted the creation of both

single and multi-purpose sqb-state regional bodies,
for planning,

program development, and grant management. 'The state government

in Nebraska delineated 26 plann-ing and developmpnt regjonS along

county boundary lines, to be used by all three levels of government

AV

as standard,geographic bases for planning, and coordination.

7Nebraska, Reissue Revised Statutes_of 1943, Section 23-2203.

4
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`,Besides encouraging the
formation ,of COG's and other general

p'grpose regional entities, the state and localities of Nebraska

have continueto play a major role in the creation of. multi-

,

jurisdictional special purpose districts and public authorities.

The existence of many overlapping and often conflicting agencies

raised the problem that they often were unresponsive to residents

of the area they served, were ineffective and were not related

to their local governments. The result was a varying degree of

decentralization in the handling of Pederal/State_programs.7

at the local level with a view to improve services and governmental

responsiveness, and reduce the'level of citizen's political

alienation toward_governmental organizations.

Objective of the Study

The -purpose of this study is

1. To build an empirical typology of the regiOnal operations

of the various state agencies in pebraska'with special attention

,

to the type (i.e. political or administrative) of delegation

of authority and degree of.personnel and fiscal control at the

state level.

2. To examine the potential re]ationship between several

types of decentralization.to citizen's.subjective
feeling of

alienation,-participation and --control 'in the
regional decision-

making.

Method of Study-

'As-a response to the twin demands of decentralization and

participation at the regional level, significant changes have

occuredin Nebraska during tha last five years. Several state
7

I f%

13.
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agencies have organized their activities on a multi-county

regional basis. Since regionalism is still an evolutionary

phenomena, the present study is a progress report of the field

operations of state agencies rather than a finished document.

It seeks to develop descriptive analytical models.whose main

purpose is to demonstrate (reveal) how the system is working

for purposes of-developing policy guidelines to ensure

responsiveness, efficiency and accountability of regional

entities to local elected officials.

The information for this study was gathered mainly

through a survey questionnaire sent out to 63 departments,

agencies, boards and commissions. A total of 37 agehcies

'responded to.the survey questionaire.* Out of 37 agencies,

6 indicated that they do not utilize any kind of regions

for carrying out their functions. Information about Technical

Community Colleges and Educational Service Units was obtained

from the State Statutes. Thus this study is concerned with

the field operations of 33 state agencies for a total of

48 programs that fall under these agencies.

Table 1 lists in functional groups thetate agencies

and programs that participated in the survey, their budget -

entity numbers, number of regions, basis of regions and the

functional use .of these regions.

* The Department of Agriculture utilizes sub-state regions

for carrying out its functions. The department, however,

chose not to-participate in the survey.

4
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Typology of Regional Decentralization

Review of survey questionaires has revealed that regional

,decentralization, if interpreted broadly, has taken four different

forms,'each of which can exist independently or in combination

with the others.

(i) A physical dispersion of services (Bureaucratic Model)

(iii A shift of decision-making authority to-regional

bodies (Governmental Model) with state agency as- responsible

entity.

(iii) A shift of control over local resources to

regiOn-based community (Supervisory Model).

(iv) A creation of new multi - jurisdictional entities

that replace or ignore the traditional local structures.

(Advisory Model)

Each of these modelS has different implications for

organization of social services- and for theflow of political

influence in the region. I6 additi'on, these:000s can be

said to tiave impact on citizen alienation and participation

in slightly different ,ways. These models are strictly based

on the criteria Of political decentralizatIon to regional

entities and personnel and fiscal control by the state agency.

There might be wide variation in the, degree of state executive'

control over the state' agencies, depending whether the state

agency is an administrative department, independent commission

or constitutional agency. Aga1h, each regional entity may

astume a variety of forms, depending upon the extensiveness

of the organization, its politica. role, seniority of regional

staff and the degree of authorityIgiven to them. Dedentralization

t

1111.1111111110
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in this study refers to the delegation of political decision-

.

making authority to territorial based organizations. It

involves the participation, of local.people in deciston-making

process either directly or through their.elected representatives.

The Bureaucratic Model

The bureaucratic model involves the delegation of greater

responsibilities, the,assignment of additional activities or

both to the civil servants operating in the regions. This

type of decentralization attempts to bring governinent closer
lw

to citizens by its physical- proximity for information services

and as a local investigator of citizen- grieVances. Lt does

not involve :significantchanges in service. delivery. The

formal citizen role in this 'mode]' is usually a minimal: one.

Whatever authority the district based officials have, is

delegated by the state agency., The-regional'-personnel- are

pth-t and parcel of,the state departments and operate under

..*

specified rules and regulations. The regional budget is

generally an integral part of the agency budget 'and .all

allocations-are made by the state .agency-depending on the,avatl,.

ability of funds for various programs,and needs of the regions.

The regional- organtzations,are required:to keep the state ageiicy

informedrregularly about their 'activities, accomplishments and

needs through periodic written reports, program approval, budget

approval; audit _or any other device considered appropriate by

140-

the parent agency. The communication between-the state-and

regional organizations is very frequent, almost daily. In Such

a model, the relationship between the state agency and regibnal

entity in its ideal sense is that of superior-subordinate.



The delegation of responsibilities constitutes a

territorial form of dmin'strattve decentralfiatIbp7-if-----

its full potential we realized, the territorial variant

would allow for a delivery of services which are best

suited for the particular community's characteristics and

wishes.

The-assignment of new activities to field offices

constitutes the functional variant of administrative

decentralization% Table 2 summarizes the information ,

gathered-of state agenci---es and-programs whose-decen-
___,-

trallzation pat-term falls under the-bureaucratic model both

terfliorial and functional, The functional Nariant of

administrative .decentralization commonly involves the

creation of- multi- service centers in. the regions`._ Various

kinds of public.services are no longer dispensed at the,

agency's state headquarters, rather the various services

are concentrated within physically dispersed centers. The

functional variant offers the citizens improved services by

making them more accessible. Not only is it easier and more

convenient to deaf with several services at one location close

to the citizen's homes, this kind of convenience could lead

to the provision of services to additional citizens as access

is facilitated. An so far as the problems of individuals

on.groups of individuals can be dealt with in one center,

with its interelated units, the services could turn out

to be more effective in meeting complex problemi. In this

way the functional variant may also increase the efficiency

with which services are delivered.
011

Correspondingly, the
Ar
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territorial variant my'also make'for increased efficiency

by dispersing an overloaded headquarters complex-. In both

variants, the citizen's general influence on the bureaucrats

'might be enhanced in so far as the latter are brought physically

closer to their clients, in contrast to confrontations-with

-distant and impersonal authorities at depaftmental headquarters.

Again the functional bureaucratic model can either be

integrated vr unintegrated. Dcentralized administration is

fuhctionallY organized, that is to say, each division or bureau

or broad sphere of Aepartmental activity has its own field

services, Structurally the extension of the department. Somewhere

between the vertical decentralization of specialist services

and harizontal decentralization to territorial based organ-

izations', there is -a point of overlap where horizontal

\coordination is imposed on vertical structures. This is

integrated pattern of administrative decentralization

as fo nd in the State Welfare-Department's social service

regional operations. The Director of the Welfare Department

delegates responsibility and authority to six regional

directors to oversee and insure that all social service

programs are administered at'the local. levels in conformity

with the respective state plans for such programs and that

statewide work plans are carr -ied out. The regional social

service representatives and their service units staff

administratively'report to their respective regional directors8

8Nebraska Departmtnt of Public-Welfare, Social Service

System Handbook, (January 1, 1974;.
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although they seek consultative and technical assistance,

as necessary f6m respective program specialists based in

their state and central office divisions. Such consultation

relates only to toperational problems, and not to matters

that require administrative decisions or interpretations.

The Regional Director is being informed of the nature and

outcome of necessary consultations between regional and

central office personnel through copies of related

correspondence or through brief Written summaries of related

telephonic or verbal discussions. Thus the Regional

Director is-part of a chian of command between headquarters

and he field for all services whether administrative or

technical. The Regional Director embodies the authority of

the whole Department and is the main channel of communication'

between 'technical' field officials and the state-capitol.

In an unintegrated pattern of bureaucr:atic functional

model,-there is no one channel of communication between the

field and the agency headquarters. Each specialist functioning

in the field maintains independent links with headquarters'

offices.

All variants of the bureaucratic model are usually inspired

by a concern for citizen convenience, the improvement of service

delivery and the development of a sense of community. However,

the bureaucratic model gives secondary attention to the citizens

themselves. The rationalization of service deliveries is the

major premise. Even where the notion of direct citizen contact
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is deemed important, the rationale is primarily one of

increasing :the coordination-and cooperation of diverie

activities in servicing their clientele at less cost and

only incidentally to make an integrated assult upon some

rather complex problems.

The Governmental Model

The governmental model provides for some degree of

pol itical decentral izati on. It is characterized by locally

based mechanisms of an elected or appointed community council:,

allowing residents to inform, consult and influence public

officials. These officials are expected to come before the

elected or appointed councils to solicit their views on region-

wide policies and on decisions and services affecting specific

areas. Such a model represents the liberal 's response to radical

demands for community control. The delegation of authority to

C0G's under this model means that the state government does no

longer exploit the local or regional resources, and the regional

interests are no longer sacrificed to those of distant state-

bureaucarcy. Yet centralization is there to cope with many

statewide problems, while extensive community control at

best very risky. In the fully developed governmental model,

delegation of authority includes power over all bureaucartic

appointments and ditmissals, over equipment and frequency of service,

and responsibility for handling complaints. Although the regional

bodies are not accorded the power to tax, the participating

governments undertake to provide adequate funds to allow them to carry
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out a mutually acceptable list of functions. This model

proyides for some budgetary discretion over some portion-

of the funds that the government plans to spend in that

region. Each regional organization.compiles and justifies a

periodic budget for the entire region (but cannot guarantee

automatic approval by state authorities). As is evident from

Table 3, the regional
organizations under this model, enjoy

allocation, program formulatioh and priority setting authorities.

Their relationship with:the state agency, is that of regulatory

ana supervisory, or equal partnership nature. This type of

decentralization pattern places services directly. under the

watchful eyes of the service consumers and bureaucratic clientele.

Supervisory Model

According to the supervisory model, residents come to

exercise considerable
control over both elected and appointe

offitials. Governmental.structures are established in the

regions with powers similar to those enjoyed by some units of

governments. Their powers are delegated to them by state agenciet

with limited authority to tax. This model has commonly been

referred to as community control: the exercise of authority

by the democratically
organized government of $hmaller-sized

jurisdiction. As is evident from Table 4, only three state

agencies are using this pattern of regional decentralization.

Under this model the delegation of authority contains= clauses

which would act to, bring about revocation of theeaeregation

under certain conditions. It is a kind of federalist attempt

at political reconciliation of differing and conflicting interests

among the various communities, and between particular communities
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and the state government.

The supervisory model is said to have somelespecially

attractive advantages, but according to others,' its_advantages

are largely ephemeral, and are negated by some particularly

serious weaknesses. The'supporters of this model state that

it is simply a means for affecting adequate citizen representation.

Their opponents counter by pointing out that such additional

mechanisms-only duplicate existing ones. To this, community

control proponents reply by saying that it is quality and

meaningfulness of such representation which is important,

not its mere form'al availability;
decentralization ameliorates -

the harmful effects of those governments that are well insulated

from individual- citizens -governments that are so
well insulated

(and thut misdirected) that they have become an especially

bitter joke to the economically disadvantaged. Opponentt.

reply that structural changes are no,substitute for greater

:resources.

Neither set of arguments is conclusive. But when consic4rations

founded upon some empirical evidence are taken into account, - it

seems that the supervisory model does not enjoy nearly the

potential effectivelreas that its adherents would have thought.

Finally, in evaluating any program, attention must be

34

au.orded to its feasibility. The most attractive scheme

loses some of its lustre if its acceptance is highly improbable,

because it does not provide existing poweir holders with

implementing incentives. For the professiionals, who direct
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the great bureaucracies and the civil servants who staff

them, community control constitutes sharp challenges to

their professional standards, political influence, and 'economic

security. The men with interests in existing structures and

arrangements elected officials, civil servants and private

interests - are simply not about to let themselves be undercut,

and they have enough power to defend themselvegeven in the

face of an increase in popular support tor community control.

They are not prepared to transfer significant degrees of control

over values, resources and power to new structures that will

more effectively accomodate the demands of those groups

currently challenging the established holders of power:

The Advisory Model

In the advisory model, no
decentralization of the state

.bureaucracy occurs, rather the alternate institutions are

developed to achieve similar purpose, i.e. to provide services

that have previously not been sufficient; moreover decentralization

in a broader 'sense occurs, with state resources' under local

control. Table 5- 'lists the information about such regional

organizations. These regional organizations hin'te pOWers

delegated to them by statutes, just as powers are delegated

to municipal governments. They perform functions similar to

El state agency or department but their 'a"uthority is not delegated

to them by state department but by the 'statutes. In this way,

they are autonomous and the state agency can only advise

regional organizations with practically no personnel and budgetary
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control. There does not exist any organized and regulariied

pattern of communication. The state agency cannot hold

the regional entities accountable to it. The regional boards

are responsible to their electorate and to the state legislature.

For the:citizen participants, alienation reduction in this type

of decentralization may occur either because they have-actually

gained and exercised new powersover a public service, or

:because services,fiave.improved.

, .

These four types of decentralizatiop appear to be able

to reduce citizen alienation, improve service delivery, and

provide for pahicipatory opportunity in different ways. The

next chapter evaluates these four models in term of their

effectiveness and usefulness for decentralizing the activities

of the state agencies at the regional level.



Chapter III

Summary Evaluation and Recommendations

Through therecentihistory of "The New Frontier", "The

Great Society", and "The New Federalise, attitudes toward

-:ntergovernmental cooperation seem to have crystalliied in a

view that Federal and state governments have proper roles in

the private sector and in community life. The argument now

evolving seems to be, not whether Federal and state governments

shall be involved in local affairs, but how intergovernmental,

cooperation can be accomplished with minimum infringement of

lbcal autonomy,and private initiative.

Today the ,claim is' made that tie decentralization of publIC

bureaucracies not only makes for greater governmental responsiveness'

(Jeffersonian augument), but that it will enhance the quality of

public life in other important ways. Decentralization givei

affected residents more power and provides for diverse govern-
,

mental responses to particular and differing needs. Secohdly,

the citizen's.pervasive and deep disillusionment with state

.government - his sense of political alienation and governmental

disaffectio:, - is to be sharply mitigated by redistributing

power and influen..e downwards, consistently bringing governmental

and bureaucratic officials closer to the Citizens served. Thirdly,

decentralization is to remedy bureaucratic insensitiveness,

unresponsiveness, and ineffectiveness in the delivery of services,

'thereby improving the quality of such services)

1Schmandt, Henry J. "Decentralization: A StrivAural .

Imperative", Mimeographed, Washington, D. C., Center for

Governmental Studies, 1970, pp. 16-17
.1
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Partly in response to the demands of participation and

partly through their own initiative, elected officials and

public administrators in Nebraska State Government have

instituted different patterns2 of decentralization to achieve

the goals of increased governmental responsiveness, the

amelioration of citizen's political alienation; and the

improvement of service:, The, patterns of.decentralization

adopted by the state agencies reflecto a,certain degree

the various theories of.state aid to localities.

Theories .of State Aid and Their Relatlt lip to Various Models,
s .

of Decentralization

1

To:a greater degree than is normally acknowledged the

, nature of state influence in state aided programs depend

upon the theory of the state role implicit in those ftograms

as structured by legislation, held'implicitly by those who

administer the programs or pervading the state at that time.

Those who espou;e uniformity theory (though Implicitly)

have adopted a bureaucratic model of decentralfzatfon. They

generaliy.hold that the goal Of state-aided programs,hould

be to establish uniform conditions throughout the state. 'In

genera) they espouse state aidito localities onlybecuase they

recognize the constitutional or political and.adthinistrative

difficulties in obtaining direct state management of such programs.

governmental, supervisory and,advisory. They are discussed

in Chapter II.

2The four patterns of ,decentralization are bureaucratic,
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Since the carrying out of such programs involves a major share

of state or federal funds, mechanisms are instituted toinsure

that money is expended exclusively for the intended purposes.

The state agency responsible for administering such programs

keepssits own personnel in the field either for direct delivery

of services or for supervising, advising, and guiding the local

governmental units responsible for carrying out the programs

in their areas. The field personnel are accountable to, the

state agency and provide regularly all the information desired

by the state agency. The field administrator owes a natural

allegiance to his administrative superior at the agency head-

quarters. Such controls are considered desirable to safeguard

'the. treasury. This type of models provides for direct and

immediate availability of regional data or information to the

state agency for coordination of its several activities and

managerial decision making. Those who espouse uniformity

thedy hold that state funds should be utilized to minimize

local discretionary action. Theydo not look upon the localities

as political systems with legitimate goals of their own in

those areas of concern. In fact, they,view local differences

as residual phenomena or reflections of unhealthy deviations

.

from state or federal norms.

Those, who espouse local right and state interest theory

acknbwledge the existence of a substantial measure of legitimate

distinctiveness in the regions and localities and affirm their

constitutional right to preserve that distinctiveness. At the
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same time, they equally recognize the existence of a common

state interest in securing the implementation of certain

program or the establishment of certain statewide standards.

They view state aid as a means to accomplish both ends. The

proponents of this view _of state aid turn to governmental or

supervisory model of decentralization.

Those who espouse it gelerally favor the shaping of state

transfers of payments to reflect a certain broad policy that

represents a consensus of regional and local views in significant

ways. Under this theory, basic state standards are established

for each transfer program, but in such a way that the regions

and localities are given considerable leeway for discretionary

implementation of the programs either through delegation or

by right. Since transfer of payments are based on formulas

and local share of finances, the.local governments too have

their stakes in -the program accomplishment. Therefore, the

state agency does not require elaborate, control mechanisms

to insure that the funds are expended as desired. The local'

governments involved are as concerned as the state agency in

the achievement of desired goals.

The third, state government as servant theory holds

that state aid is legitimate but only in so far as it is used

to further local objectives in the state interest. Under

this theory, the state government utilizes its superior revenue

raising powers and funnels money back to the localities without

dictating the uses to which the aid is to be put beyond setting

A I
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certain very broad limits, and at the most requiring an

accounting for the honest use of the funds sc transmitted.

The state aid to Educational Service units and NP .ral

Resource Districts is justified on the basis o' this theory.

POst-audit of such regional entities is cor tiered necessary

to assure proper handling of the transfers from a purely

technical standpoint and are not devices to foster the

accountability of these regional entities to state agencies.

The believer's of this theory of state aid resort to the

advisory-model of decentralization.

ThoUgh, such a model rests-on the idea that there is

a strong convergence of state and local interests in-- meeting

public demands and that the regional entities would use the

money in-ways consistent with state goals, but the autonomy

of regional entities in such a patterb of decentralization

inhibits the capacity of the state agency for overall

-coordination. The state agency has to rely _exclusively on

the goodwill of the regional organizations for procuring data

and information-needed for management decision-making. There

does not exist any formal mechanism which ensures regular-lied

reporting, or communication of coordination of programs at the

state level, or that requires an access to all'pertinent

' data for priority setting. Therefore, this theory and the

_pattern of decentralization that it generally entails, lacks

a degree of overall "muscle" deemed necessary for effective

administration.
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The share of state or federal funds in local and regional

budgets, in itself, is not an indicator of the degree of

control dyer programs, although it plays a crucial part in

determining the relationship between state and regional agencies.

The extent of control is also determined through the political

process. The political system-and the public philosophy also

influence tile type of decentralization instituted by any agency

. or program.

Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Four Models of Decentralization

The four models of decentralization, namely, bureaucratic,

governmental, supervisory, and advisory seek to achieve the

purposes of improving services, increasing governmental responsiveness,

and al4eviating subjective feelings of political alienation

in different manners and in differing degrees of success.

With respect to improved services, the bureaucratic model

at most increases the convenience with .which services are

provided and the supervisory model may at most allow governing

boards to have some influence on bureaucratic planning of new

facilities and alterations of existing services. Both models

thus have little utility with respect to this purpose. The

advisory model, however, is moderately useful for it features

the convenient provision of direct services, non-civil service

ditpensation of services and complaint referral facilities

\

to speedup and increase the quantity and quality of services.'

At the same time, the advisory model of decentralization might

be faced with inefficient and poorly organized bureaucratic

structures (at least in the short run) and the state government

would not necessarily provide them with additional revenues to

r



provide more efficient services. The governmental model on

the other hand, would markedly improve services in the

sense that the-citizens would be treated as clients to be

served rather than as subjects whose concern,and sensibilities

are of secondary importance at best. Thus the governmental

model seems to be better equipped than the other three models

which have-little or moderate utility in the achievement of

this objective.

Decentralization is also intended to enhance governmental

responsiveness to citizen concerns, needs and interests.

Responsiveness may be increased on an overall quantitative

basis, qualitatively in accordance with the wishes of particular

communities or both. Bureaucratic decentralization might

effect changes in the- manner in which citizens are treated.

Officials might become more sensitive to their client's

sensibilities and might begin to relate to them rather than

only to deal with their problems. Increased physical proximity

however does not insure responsiveness. Citizens continue

to be treated in a formalistic, impersonal, insensitive

and often arbitrary manner. For the bureaucratic reward

system continues to be based upon departmental rather than

client norms and expectations. Field administrators have

greater responsibility, but if they are to move upward into

the middle and higher departmental ranks, they must continue

to conform to their centrally located superior's expectations.

The bureaucratic model does nothing to alleviate the clash

between the bureaucrat's and the resident'S cultural norms

and class values. Asorganizational researdh'shows13an,

e
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employee who directly faces challenges from clients tends

to become more'concerned with the defensibility of his own

behavior than with solving the problem. A common technique

Tom= yin Such instances is to fall back upon formal rules to prove

that he has only been doing his duty. This reliance on

regulations' and their enforcement invariable results in a

rigidity Of behavior that.serves only to aggravate the problem
-7,

of working out satisfactory relationships witli the constituents.3

Acceptance,of citizen vieapoints and concerns is thus most

unlikely under bureaucratic model of decentralizatiori.

The supervisory model enhances

f
Overnmental responsiveness

eto some extent, in so far as the ttizens are accorded greater

and regularized access to elected officials and the views

expressed by their representatives are presumably given more

attention. The.advisorY model ranks even higher in this

respeCt because of people's greater access and oppbrtunity

for participation and possibly greater commitment of governing

boards to people. The impact of the governmental model on

governmental responsiveness depends largely on the regional

communities themselves - whether they are 'consensual' types

k

44,

Schmandt, Henr J., "Decentralization: A Structural

Imperative:, op. cit., pp. 8-10, 20, 21. Also Katz,

Daniel and Kahn, Robert L., The Social Psychology of

Organizations., (New York: Wiley, 1966), pp. 71-109.
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or not. Responsiveness could reach a high level; it could also

plummet to a level lower than the one that already exists.

The achievement'of the
third objective - that of reducing

the level of political alienation and 'generating a positive

political commitment is ,primarily dependent on the successful

realization of the firt't two goals. Political alienation

has two separable dimensions: distrust of government and sense

of political powerlessness.
4 The participation or responsiveness

implies that decentralization, by increasing local participation

-reduces both 'distrust and sense of powerlessnes. The literature

on political participation and organization membership

suggest that this .view is only partially substantiated. Trust/

distrust is not related to participation; efficacy/powerlessness

is. 'The two dimensions of political alienation are independent

of each other.5 Therefore, decentralization may have a potential

Tole in decreasing the citizen's sense of powerlessness but

has little br no promise of reducing distrust through increased

participation.

The bureaucratic model
therefore, has no direct impact

on reducing citizen alienation through' participation.

4Finifter, Ada W., "Dimensions of Political Alienation ",,

American Political Science Review,' 64, (June, 1970), pp. 389-410%

5Paige, Jeffery M., "Political Oreintation and Riot-

Participation", American
Sociological Review', 36, (October, 1971),

810-820; and Aberbach, Joel, "Alienation and Political

Behavior", American Political Science Review, 63, (March 1969) 86-91.
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Undeniably, the downward delegation of responsibility makes

for greater efficiency in the delivery of services, and 'the

clients of multi-service centers enjoy a significantly greater

measure of convenience, but there is no evidence to indicate

tliat it affects the citizen's sense of efficacy in a positive

manner, since bureaucratic decentralization does not ensure

that a large number of citizens would be aware of new services.

,Even for those citizens who are aware of new services, the

awareness is not necessarily related _to trust of government beCauses

of the impersonal and formal istic attitude of the bureaucrats,

4
The supervisTify model might have a Slight impact_ on

governmentaVAisaffecti on, since the setting -4- of eletted

governing boards may convince a- number of alienated citizens,

at least among the strata of .community leaderS and activists,

of the government's concern for their interests. And in to-far

as it positively affects services and responsiveness, it may

alleviate some alienation. The same can_ be said of. the

governmental model-. But in addition, the new commitment

and Tesponsivenets symbol ized by setting up- of local -ly

elected or appointed boards, their provision of direct services,

as well as their moderate impact upon both services and

governmental responsiveness, gives them a moderate rating on

the alienation dimension. The advisory model has the greatest

potential impact on citizen attitudes since it entails a

radical change in governmental structure and the delegation

of important powers to units which are much closer to the citizens.'



Although, a high rating is warranted here, there is always

the possiblity that "tyrannical local majorities" can

neutralize the effects of"these changes and bring about

a different (and perhaps more intense) type of citizen

alienation. Besides, as pointed out earlier, this model

places! too much emphasis on regional variations, consequently

making/common statewide goals difficult to achieve.

An overall assessment of the four models' potential

fulfillment of the decentralizer's three purposes finds the

bureaucratic model at the bottom. Next comes the supervisory

model, followed by governmental and advisory models, which

receive equally high overall ratings. The latter's high

rating however, is based on a question mark, many uncertainties
=

and-especially rough estimates. community control, without

,overall common direction, may produce several highly 'undesirable

consequences, which must be taken into account even though they

do not directly relate to the three decentralization goals.

Three additional considerations speak against the model`'-

overall appropriateness and likely operational effectiveness:

namely the need for greater power at the State level rather

than its delegation and thus weakening; the apparently' more

liberal, tolerant and progressive qualities of decisions

made by governments with larger constituencies, and the lively

absence of widespread support for the community control which

is necessary for its operational effectiveness.

48



Taking all these considerations into account, it

would seem that the fully developed governmental model is

potentially the most effective form of decentralization,

despite the advisory model's equally high ratings on the three

dimensions of decentralizing goals. Therefore a governmental

model of regional decentralization *is recommended, at least

unless changes in the political and social climate heighten

the advisory model's attractiveness.

Conclusions and Recommendations

American sub -state regionalism represents an ;indigenous

attempt to adapt public institutions to deal with the problems

accompanying population-growth and technological change, with-

out running too hard against certain political-cultural

rigidities that seemingly cannot be overcome short of major

survival-related crisis. It reflects the unique nature of

the American federal system, with its own political access

channels and methods .to demand articulation and realization.

It is evolutionary like the system of which it is a part. On,

the one hand, the Federal government sponsors a comprehensive

approach to regional planning and grant coordination and, on

the other, it supports function by function areawide planning

and project development.

49
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The pattern of substate decentralization adopted by

various functional agencies of the State is typical of the

host of categorical grants-in-aid programs that have generated

in recent years increasing objections to the resulting

"vertical functional autocracies" that, whatever else their

merit may be, weaken the capability of governments within a

comprehensive planning and implementive framework. The

regional decentralization
activities of the state agencies of

Nebraska suggest that-no clear substate regionalism policy

has systematically been developed yet. Each functional

department has instituted and pursued its own areawide

strategy depending upon its philosophy and ecology. Amidst

the multitude of areawide functional planning actWties,

regional confederalism has also continued to flourish. The

trend toward procedural
comprehensiveness in the context of

separate functional planning process, often performed by

distinct organizations has led, to programs operating -at

cross purposes rather than being well-coordinated. The

.competition between the Council of Governments (COG) and

the areawide functional planning body has strained regional

confederalism since 'it involves fundamental questions of

generalist-specialist
relations, cent alization and decentralization

offunctions, equity and balanced gr th. Councils.of Governments

are producing more and more comprehe sive and functional plans,

'yet still lack the power to implement them directly or to

compel or coerce constituent general purpose jurisdictions or

special districts to carry out or abide by them.

3
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ProfessOr Henry J. Schmandt has succinctly stated the

present dilema, "COG's arekeptbusy, on the one hand,

trying to demonstrate to federal and state authorities

that they are worthwhile investments. and, on the other,

reasurring local units that they constitute no threat to

them."6 The rather fragile structure of COG's is. being

'strained by the conflicting_ objectives 'and strategies of

higher and lower authorities.

Federalism requires balance - a balance in decision-

making power balance in fiscal resources and balance -in

program responsibilities. The simple fact is that the state

now lacks that essential element, and only through its

restoration can federalism be saved.

The remedy would not be painless. Responsiveness and

balance necessitates major changes in governmental institutions

and a,,shift in attitude accompanied by ,greater trustiifr

'government as a whole. The changes needed are not unidirectional.

The regional decentralization pattern of state agencies represent

an unintegrated functional system. An integrated decentralization

system at the regional level speaks to many of the specific

weaknessess encountered in fragmented and unintegrated system.

The capabilities of the COG's shouldbe strengthened. to .

undertake greater responsibilities in coordinating and monitoring

areawide activities. They should be designatedas an official

6Schmandt, Henry J., "Intergovernmental Volunteerism'

in The Regionalist Papers, (Detroit, .The Metropolitan Fund, V),

.p. 8 mimeographed.

1
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body. for Federal and State areawide planning instead of single

purpose districts. OMB Circular A-95, an effective tool for

coordination of federal programs, assumes and encourages a

strong areawide comprehensive planning process. The assignment

'of the A-95 responsibility as a tool to a COG will bring into

existence a Identifiable' set of individuals responsible

and accountable for areawide program coordination. The

responsibility for performing certain operational programs

should remain With the
i:idiyidua-T11Overnments or the

field operations of the state, agencies until the COG's are

.capable to handle them. Federal and state dollars currently

supporting staff for these functions on an independent basis

may be pooled to create a single areawide staff capability.

State law should_enpower COG's to review all applications

for grants of public funds which are administered' either

direCtly or indirectly by state agencies. The field

operations of the state agencies can help the agency director

keep an ear to the ground to detect the public's service

needs and preferences and its general opinions regarding the

performande of the services.

The Councili of Governments can be Used effectively by

both leg slators and the GOvernbr as advisors in statewide

,policy d,ve pment. If the Federal government conttnues to,

strive toward areawide adequacy and increased reliance on the

,
-

state, and local governments for the delivery of major programs

r- J
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of Federal assistance, the Councils of Governments appear to

have the potential to beComeeffective coordinative instruments.

Oh the other hand,if these systems are left unattended at

their presentitage of development. their full pOtential is

not likely-to be realized.

The success of the COG depends significantly on its

abilitytO play a boundary role that is fraught with potential

contradicitions, strains and conflicts. It could be the

state government's aril in the regions and the representative

of the regional, community at the statehouse. It has to retain

the confidence of both. This would accomplish_ieveral

related objectives.; ,It would contribute to the improvement

of public services by providing an-effective channel foregfons

4
to communicate their

,

peeds and problems to the appropriate

public officials and by intrOsing the ability of regional
2

.

entity to respond in a coordinated and timely fashion. .It

would serve the eyes and ears of the state executive and

legislature and furnish an informal forum for complaints and

grievance. It would make information about government programs

and serVices availabe to citizens, enabling them to make

more effective use of such programs and services and making

clelr the limitation on the.availabifTty of all such programs

and-services. It would expand opportunities for meaningful

community access to and involvement in the 'planning Of policy

affecting the region. Most important; it affords a significant

opportunity to accomplish the democratic gal of making government

closer and more accountable to citizens..
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Decentralization is a means to the achievement of a mumber

of end values, it should not be'transformed into a value in

its own right. The integrated model would provide for

decentralization of those activities which can be most effectively

admin tered at the lower level. Coordilation of all field

operations whether centralized ordecentlized (in its broad

sense) at the regional level, can reduce,the extent of

duplication of regional planning and information gathering

activities. Not to be overlooked is the fact that without

some such requirement; state agencies-will continue to feel

free to-ignore one of the chief reasons for the state launching

a sub7state districting system: to bring some order out of

administrative chaos that exists in sub-state regions at the

present time. If the State is committed to this goA, then

a mandate to its agencies, is essential.

/ I
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MEMORANDUM

To:

FROM:

DATE:

BOX 94601 STATE CAPITOL LINCOLN, 'NEBRASKA 68509 (402) 471-2414

Governor J. James Exon W. Don Nelson
State Planning Officer Director

All Agency Heads

t.1. bon-nelson,
director

January 23, 1974

SUBJECT: State aegional Cooneration Study in Nebraska

The State Office of Planning and Programming is undertaking an
update of an inventory of the field operations of various state
agencies. This nroject entitled "State-Regional Cooperation in
ilebraska? focuses on the measures, of accountability of regional
entities to the state agency. A questionnaire is being prepared
to get an insight into the problem, its trend, and direction.

Attached to this letter is a set of -survey questionnaires which
are to be filled in by the agency heads and the program directors
of those programs (or sub-programs) in agencies that utilize
or plan, to utilize some sort of sub-state regional delineation
scheme. In this study, a region does not only mean a multi-
county locally s affed sub-state entity, but also means the
field operations of the state personnel for purpo'ses of liaison,
supervision, service delivery or administration. in the State on
a geographic basis.

Since the terms used within government agencies do not always
carry the same meanings, a set of definitions is attached for
ready reference. If any clarification is needed please contact
%trs. Pram Lata.Bansal in my office.

An early resnonse is requested. Thank you very much for your
cooperation.



GLOSSARY OF DEFINITIONS

1. Regton - A region is a geographic unit having designated mult-

County jurisdiction within the state. It is a tool used bylex-

isting governments to perform one,or many functions for increas-

ing governmental efficiency and effectiveness. A'region,may
be staffed either by state personnel or local personnel. The

`physical boundaries of the state may be divided into one or
more sets of geographic divisions for the accomp-'lis'hment of sev-

eral functions of the agency.
//

2. Declarative Act of Legislature - It is a piece of legislation
that determines the number and boundaries of regions in tfie

state for a given agency or program.

3. !:maoLing Act of Lef,islature - Legislation which requires the
formation of regions for an agency or nrogram but, the boundaries

are determined on the basis of a-procedure to be followed by those
seekin? to organize a region.

4
1

Program - A program is a component of the ultimate goal of an agen-

cy. It does not consist all parts of the goal butrinvotves
those parts whosecarrying out is essential for til achileVement

of ultimate objective.
t. /

5. Type of Regional Delineation Scheme - A type of regional re-
lineation scheme is one in which a group of regions is lidenti=

'tied as a class performing either similar funCtions of /having'
similar staffing patterns.

6 Function - A function is a plan of action/Mich comprises sev-
eral activities connected or combined to //accomplish s ;single

objective. It is a component of a progy/am in the sense that

program accomplishment depends to a.gre/at extent on thie perfor-

mance of one or. more functions.

7 Service - Service is an activity offered or nerformedl usually

by a trained person(s) which provides another person /or organ-
ization(s) with those resources that are necessary to accomp-

lish a task or satisfy a need.
/

8. Direct Service to People - It Means help provided to private
Citizens in matters that affect their lives directly/ like health,

education, welfare, justice, correctional program and leisure.

It does not include simply referring people to appropriate
organizations for help or service. Referral is considered to

be advisory in nature.

9. Service to Participating Units - Practically all kinds of assist-

ance rendered to local governmental units whether it be help

in the understanding of their problems, sorutrons fi technical
assistance or advice.

C rr*



10. Regional an t Client Data - It is a sum of factua information
necessary for decision making and management pur.oses. It
may consist Of information about the physicai asnects of the
region, its activities, accomplishments and nroblems, or the
number and type of people served, depending on the functions,
of the regionS.



QUEST IONNfttIRE

STATE-REGIONAL COOPERATION IN NEBRASKA

Agency Name:

Agency oirector:

PrOgraT 'title:.

Progra6 Number:

Program ,Director:

1. Total number of regions which the agency/program utilizes
(Please provide a map of the regions)

2. How are the regional boundaries determined (Statutory basis

of the regions)?

LegCslation

C) Federal
C) State (citation please)

C) Declarative Act of Legislature (Mandatory)
() Enabling Act of Legislature (Permissive)

Administrative Action: Regions not required by law but

formed for sake of efficiency and effectiveness.

Other

3. Is -the regional delineation Scheme of your agency/program
acceptable to counties in the various regions?

Yes No

if no, can you tell why?

4. Does the agency/program utilize more than one'type of regional

delineation scheme where one type of regions (or districts)

are staffed differently or have distinct primary functions

than the other?,

Yes No

a. If yes
(i) Number of regional offices that are staffed by state

agency personnel .

(ii) Number of regional Offices that are staffed by

local government personnel

4-
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b. If no to question //4, how are the regions-staffed?

State .Personnel
L,ocal personnel
lioth .

. Other (please specify)
,,,

Ouestions 5 throwth 9 should be filled in by thOse a-g'encies/prog'rams

whose regions -(some or all) are staffed by state personnel.

5. What is the nature of state personnel ptaffine in the regions?

State agency peronnel stationed in the ,region on a perm-

anent basis

State personnel visit assigned areas as: and when consider'ed

desirable

State personnel visit assigned regions at regular intervals

Other

6. What is the functional use of these regions?

Planning Administration Service Delivery

Othet

7. What is'the nature of duties performed by state agency', personhe1

in the regions? .

Service Delivery .

0 Direct to people
0 To local narticip '-"Ig units

Advisory
- Supervision and Review

laintain liaison between lodal and state units

Technical assistance to patticipating units

Other

8. (that is the nature of state personnel control over regional'

staff?

Regional staff is under state personnel system
Kegional stiff is under state merit system

Regional staff is-under specified rules and regulations of

the agency
Regional staff is app owed, by state agency

lather

9. How are the state funds bUdged-for the regions?

Legislative appropriations
Agency Appropriations,

n'Other



questdons 10 through 19 are to be filled in by those programs

and agencies whose regions (some or all) are staffed by local

n.ersonnel.

10. How are the regional bodies formed?

L inter -local cooperationact
Private non-profit corporations

Both
0.0ther (please specify)

11. D2 these regional bodies come uncles. ::fate personnel control?

Yes

If'yes, how?

0 No

12- Do the regional bodies function as

General purpose organizations like counties and munici-

palities.
Special purpose units fot specified functions like school

districts and' Natural ResourcesDistricts

Other

44.

13. !that is the primary function of the regions?

O Planning
Administration ,

Service Aelivery
C) To people
0 To local units

c3 Other

1.4. Do the regions have an area-wide goVerning board?

0 Yes 0 No

If yes, continue,
otherwise gd to question #18.

15. What is the composition of the, governing board?

0 Elected officials
'County officials

() City officials
0 Other (specify)

Private citi;ens
Other
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16. lsthe 'omosi tion of the governing board about the same in
all.regions of agency/program?

0 Yes No

Lf no, please pOint out the major differences.

17. Approximately what percentage of he board members are pop-
ularity elected? %. $

lo. Are there any legal ,requirements for staffing the regions?

Yes No

If yes, please speci

19. Do the region's come under the site budgetary control?

Yes No

Please explain.
S

20. Hold are the funds budgeted for regions in the state agendy

budget?

21. Ts related program cared out by any other agepcy or unit

in the area?

CIYes No Do not know

22. If yes, .how coorVination anhieyed?

Overlapping Board membership"
Common Advisory Boards
Maintaining central data file
Other.

'23. What are the sources of funding for the regions?
Please give approximate percent figures..

Federal
.' S-Pa e

Local

sof
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Local axes
mil.$ levy .,

,
J

I. Contribution bycounLes on year to year basis
Fixed contribution by counties

0 Fees '. a .tk.A.

0 Contributio.n6' .

24.' Oo the regional entities have power to levy taxes?
a

.0. 4es ..,1 o gi. -.., I

25. If yes: is theresa limit set, by state legislature on their

authority?
',...1.

2t,. In ,case the regional body is unable to carry out the nrogram,
is the contract with a priv4e or public entity entered into

o y

Regional organization.
State Ag,en,py

a 0.ther f

2 Is the program formulati,on and priority setting done at the

Regional level
State level
Other

2b If the program is being carried out by a departmental unit
or section of the regional organization, does such a unit

receive state aid

_0-0-irettly from the state agency
.ehrqugh regionalorganization responsible for such units

Other (Please specifOs

IIow does' the state-agency insure that the program is being
carried out as required by law and spelled out in agency pol-'

icies?

Periodic written reports
Program approkral by state agency.
Periodic investigation
Budget approval
'regular supervision
Post-Audit

' Other
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3 Is there any arrangement through which the regional or

Jiient data is rerserred to the state agency?

Yes :io

If-es, through what procedure?

31. How often does the regional body 7.),uyide information its

activities and accomplishments to the state a.genc

32. What is the frequency and nature -of communication between

the state agency and the regional bodies?

a3. Is the flow of communication between state and regions auto-,

maec and free from external pressures?

O Yes No

If no, how is the communication maintained?

34. Does, yoili_azency/program have instant access to regional or

client-data for management decisien=making-? _

Yes 0 No

If no, how is the data procured for decision*-making?

35. What should be the state agency's oversight responsilftlities

over the regional bodies for this program?

'low would you rate the quality of the state-regional

cooperative activity? (From a state agency point of view)

O Superior-subordinate Equallnartnershio
Regulatory and supervisory Advisory

Other
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37. oo you think that some kind of permissiie legislation or

ae-ency regulation can promote the better coordination 'of

agency /program activities in the state?

0 Yes 0 No

If Yes, please he specific.

36. oo you have any. suggestions for improvement in regional

accountability to state agency?

3i. Do you have any suggestions for improvement in regional datia

renorting system?

40. Is there any other thing which you_would Like to mention

in order to ease state-regional cooperation for'ketivery

of services?



APPENDIX B

Stat'e Agencies Directly Contacted:

1. Department of Agriculture

2. Supreme Court - County Court System

Equal Opportunity Commission

4.- Game and Parks Commission

5. Department of Health

6. Department of Public Institutions

7. Department of Labor

8. Pebraska Public LibrarY Commission

9. Natural Resources Commission

10. Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice

11. Department of Public Welfare

12. Department of Roads

. 13. Department of Education

14. University of Nebraska

15. MilitaryDepartment


